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of	 current	 approaches	 to	 digital	 culture,	 this	 paper	 revives	 the	 modernist	 aesthetic	
category	 of	 glamour	 in	 order	 to	 analyze	 contemporary	 forms	 of	 platformed	 cultural	
production.	Through	a	case	study	of	popular	feminism,	the	paper	traces	the	ways	in	which	
glamour,	 defined	 as	 a	 beguiling	 affective	 force	 linked	 to	 promotional	 capitalist	 logics,	
suffuses	digital	content,	metrics	and	platforms.	From	the	formal	aesthetic	codes	of	the	
ubiquitous	beauty	and	lifestyle	Instagram	feeds	that	perpetuate	the	beguiling	promise	of	
popular	 feminism,	 to	 the	enticing	 simplicity	of	online	metrics	and	scores	 that	promise	





Recalling	 the	 tributes	 to	 deceased	 actors	 and	 other	 industry	 notables	 on	
Hollywood	awards	shows,	the	“Shorty	Awards”	–	an	event	intended	to	“honour	the	best	
of	social	media”	–	included	an	“in	memoriam”	montage	for	social	media	platforms	that	




literally,	 stealing	 the	 show	 -	 attracting,	 managing	 and	 monetizing	 our	 attention,	
propagating	new	ways	for	individuals	to	achieve	some	form	of	celebrity	status	and,	at	the	
same	time,	controlling	the	access,	conditions,	and	measures	that	constitute	that	status.	
As	 platforms	 increasingly	 mediate	 our	 cultural	 lives,	 setting	 the	 terms	 for	 valuable	
visibility	and	influence,	they	themselves	are	developing	an	unprecedented,	yet	strangely	
familiar	kind	of	power	and	 iconicity.	This	paper	argues	 that	 the	Shorty	Award’s	sketch	
contains	 an	often-disavowed	 truth	 about	 contemporary	 culture	 in	 the	digital	 age:	 the	
modernist	 aesthetic	 logics	 of	 superficial	 allure,	 feminized	 seduction,	 proximity	 at	 a	
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distance,	technological	magic,	promotional	manipulation	and	profound	ambivalence	are	
alive	and	well.	Glamour	 lives	on,	 albeit	 in	uncanny	ways,	 in	 contemporary	platformed	
cultural	production	today.		
Of	course,	in	some	senses,	the	ways	glamour	anchors	much	cultural	production	
seems	 fairly	 obvious;	within	 the	 contemporary	 context	 of	Western	 neoliberal	 popular	
feminism,	for	example,	the	politics	of	feminism	are	often	“glammed”	up	to	become	more	
palatable	 to	 a	 wide,	 popular	 audience	 (Banet-Weiser,	 2018).	 	 Feminism	 becomes	
glamorous	through	endless	 images	and	messages	that	circulate	on	social	media	about,	
among	other	things,	body	positivity	and	loving	oneself.	As	Rosalind	Gill	and	Ana	Sofia	Elias	
have	 noted,	 much	 of	 popular	 feminism	 is	 expressed	 through	 uplifting,	 cheery,	 and	
glamorous	rhetoric,	where	exhortations	to	“love	your	body”	are	communicated	through	
images	of	conventionally	beautiful,	feminine,	cis-gendered	women.		As	Gill	and	Elias	put	







Weiser	 2018,	 Gill	 and	 Elias	 2014).	 	 As	 Gill	 and	 Elias	 state,	 within	 “Love	 Your	 Body”	
discourses,	 “women’s	 difficult	 relationships	 to	 their	 own	 embodied	 selves	 are	 both	
dislocated	from	their	structural	determinants	in	patriarchal	capitalism	and	shorn	of	their	
psychosocial	complexity”	(Gill	and	Elias,	2014).		
This	 “dislocation”	 from	 patriarchal	 structures	 is	 no	 doubt	 exacerbated	 by	 the	
technological	affordances	and	commercial	logics	that	inform	the	social	media	platforms	
on	which	much	of	popular	feminism	depends.	Platforms,	such	as	Twitter,	Instagram	and	




not	 be	 difficult	 to	 see	 glamour	 in	 the	 images	 of	 popular	 feminism	 circulating	 online,	
arguably	 the	 media	 platforms	 themselves,	 via	 their	 deployment	 of	 various	 types	 of	
alluring	rewards	and	metrics,	evince	a	form	of	glamour,	which	works,	in	turn,	to	obfuscate	
the	platforms’	instrumental	economic	imperatives.		
This	 paper	 will	 analyze	 the	 operations	 of	 glamour	 in	 platformed	 cultural	
production	 through	 a	 case	 study	 of	 a	 particularly	 visible	 version	 of	Western	 popular	
feminism,	focusing	on	one	notable	popular	feminist	media	campaign,	“Strong	is	the	New	
Skinny”.	 Defining	 glamour	 as	 a	 beguiling,	 superficial,	 promotionally	 driven	 kind	 of	
affective	force	involving	technological	magic,	it	will	argue	that	the	more	obvious,	image-
based	 glamour	 of	 most	 popular	 feminism	 is	 amplified	 in	 part	 because	 of	 the	 less	







Circulation,	 popularity,	 and	 visibility	 are	 prioritized	 over	 deep	 analysis	 or	 collective	
organization	around	what	these	messages	might	mean	structurally	(Banet-Weiser,	2018,	
see	also	Dean,	2009	and	Van	Dyck,	2013).	As	it	circulates	across	multiple	platforms	then,	
popular	 feminism	marries	 feminist	politics	with	 the	 logics	of	 capitalist	 production	and	
participation	 mediated	 through	 the	 aesthetic	 practices	 of	 glamour;	 it	 is	 often	 the	
depthless,	shining	example	of	what	a	feminist	subjectivity	should,	and	could,	mean,	and	
works	to	obscure	the	complex,	material	politics	of	feminism.	Here,	we	argue	that	a	re-
assessment	of	 the	aesthetic,	 or	 affective	 impacts	of	platforms	allows	us	 to	more	 fully	
theorize	the	rise	of	popular	feminism	in	the	last	decade.			
To	be	sure,	it	may	seem	counter-intuitive	to	raise	the	issue	of	aesthetics,	especially	
the	elusive	quality	of	glamour,	 in	an	age	so	 thoroughly	saturated	by	cybernetic	 logics,	




created	 conditions	 where	 content	 no	 longer	 ‘matters’	 for	 its	 aesthetic	 qualities,	 but,	
rather,	is	valued	for	its	instrumental	function,	which	is	to	generate	a	standing	reserve	of	









technologies	 is	 now	 organizational,	 allocative,	 infrastructural	 or	 logistical	 (see	 for	 ex.	
Peters	2015,	Parikka	2012,	Kittler	1999,	Parks	and	Starosielski	2015).		
Given	 this	 recent	 turn	 in	 media	 theory,	 we	 deploy	 the	 aesthetic	 category	 of	
glamour	 here	 purposefully,	 as	 a	 reminder	 of	 the	 continued	 salience	 of	 aesthetic	
categories	 for	 analyses	 of	 a	 datafied	 culture.	 We	 fear	 that	 some	 current	 scholarly	
assessments	of	digital	media	tend	to	replicate,	 theoretically	and	methodologically,	 the	
same	 computational	 and	 political	 logics	 embedded	 in	 the	 developments	 they	 are	
analysing,	 thereby	 limiting	 their	 critical	 purchase.	 Are	 these	 kinds	 of	 socio-technical	
approaches	 really	 adequate	 to	 a	 critique	 of	 patriarchal	 digital	 capitalism?	 What	
theoretical	 frames	 and	modes	 of	 analysis	might	 we	 be	 leaving	 behind	 in	 our	 rush	 to	
understand	and	describe	the	seemingly	perpetual	technological	innovation	all	around	us?	












alluring	 charm”	 (Gundle	 and	 Castelli,	 2006,	 p.	 4).	 More	 commonly	 understood	 as	 a	
product	of	the	modernist	moment,	glamour	emerged	as	a	kind	of	“secular	magic”	(Thrift,	
2008,	 p.14)	 central	 to	 the	 evolving	 “language	 of	 commercial	 seduction”	 (Gundle	 and	
Castelli,	2006,	p.	7)	that	accompanied	the	rise	of	mass	media	at	the	turn	of	the	twentieth	
century.	Glamour	 involves	a	fascination	with	the	ability	of	technology	to	arrest	and	fix	
time	 and	 so	 is	 bound	 up	 with	 the	 rise	 of	 personality	 and	 celebrity;	 the	 glossy	
depthlessness	 of	 the	 star	 image,	which	 always	 intimated	 some	 deep	 ‘truth’	 behind	 it	
(Dyer,	 1991,	 p.	 136),	 was	 industrially	 deployed	 as	 an	 infinitely	 receding	 lure	 for	 the	
growing	numbers	of	 consumers	 in	 the	market	 for	 cultural	 products.	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	
constitution	 and	 deployment	 of	 glamor	 is	 a	 systematic,	 industrial	 undertaking	 –	 a	
promotional	 gambit	 purposefully	 intended	 to	 distract	 from	 the	 more	 prosaic	 and	
exploitative	aspects	of	the	culture	industries.	Definitive	of	glamour	is	that	it	can	never	be	
caught	 or	 tamed;	 as	Oscar	Wilde	writes	 about	 smoking	 in	 the	Picture	 of	 Dorian	Gray	
(2014),	glamour	“is	the	perfect	type	of	a	perfect	pleasure…	it	leaves	one	unsatisfied”	(p.	
51).	 	 Beguiling,	 seductive,	 intangible,	 always	 promising	 more,	 glamour	 depends	 on	
concealing	where	it	comes	from	and	how	it	is	made.	In	this	way,	glamour	is	a	fetish,	and	















while	 glamour	 is	 linked	 to	 commodity	 capitalism,	 it	 is	 also	 “something	 distinctly	
modernist,	formal,	and	tied	to	less	material	concerns	than	the	production	and	packaging	
of	 goods”	 (p.	1).	 	Glamour,	 then,	 is	both	a	 “capacious”	aesthetic	 technique	 serving	 to	
further	 entrench	 capitalism	 and	 a	 “wispy”	 promise	 of	 some	 thing	 or	 value	 beyond	
capitalism	 (p.9);	 in	 either	 sense	 it	 comprises	 a	 kind	 of	affective	 force.	 And,	while	 the	
aesthetic	 of	 glamour	 is	 often	 dismissed	 as	 ‘simply’	 aesthetics,	 Brown	 asks	 us	 to	 see	
glamour	as	 comprising	a	 logic	 in	 its	own	 right,	 as	a	key	analytic,	 rather	 than	merely	a	
description	of	something	else.	 	Glamour,	Brown	argues,	is	at	stake	in	any	discussion	of	
linking,	for	example,	literature	to	modernism,	and	their	interrelation.	
We	would	 like	 to	extend	Brown’s	analysis	and	argue	 for	 the	 importance	of	 the	
aesthetic	 form	 of	 glamour	 as	 both	 an	 apt	 descriptor	 and	 a	 key	mode	 of	 analysis	 for	
platformed	 cultural	 production.	 To	 be	 clear,	 we	 are	 not	 arguing	 that	 all	 platformed	
production	is	glamorous	in	the	term’s	everyday	sense	as	‘beautiful’	or	’exciting’.	This	is	










technology’s	 cold,	 distancing	 effects.	 In	 its	 wide	 circulation	 and	 complex	 forms	 of	




Certainly	 aesthetic	 practices	 in	 digital	 content	 production	 are	 alive	 and	 well;	
bloggers,	 social	media	 influencers,	 and	youtubers	operate	 firmly	on	 the	 terrain	of	 the	
aesthetic,	using	the	body,	fashion,	and	beauty	to	generate	feelings	and	attachments,	in	
the	 hope	 of	 getting	 paid.	 Media	 scholars,	 especially	 feminist	 media	 scholars,	 have	
employed	 a	 variety	 of	 adjectives	 to	 describe	 this	 personally	 expressive	 online	 work:	
aspirational	labour	(Duffy,	2017),	visibility	labour	(Abidin,	2016),	relational	labour	(Baym,	




Hochschild’s	 (1983)	work	on	emotional	 labour,	Mauricio	Lazzarato’s	 (1996)	concept	of	
immaterial	 labour,	 and	Michael	Hardt’s	 (1999)	 theory	 of	 affective	 labour.	 All	 of	 these	
concepts	 stress	 the	 intangible,	 aesthetic,	 communicative,	 performative	 and	 deeply	
feminized	 qualities	 of	 online	 work.	 Leaving	 aside	 questions	 about	 whether	 this	 work	
constitutes	 ‘labour’	 strictly	 speaking	 or	 whether	 the	 content	 itself	 is	 aesthetically	
interesting,	 there	 can	 be	 no	 doubt	 that	 digital	 platforms	 are	wholly	 dependent	 upon	
aesthetic	practices	and	appeals	in	order	to	maintain	their	bottom	line.	
While	 there	 is	much	to	be	gained	 from	theorizing	 the	nature	of	digital	content	

























resulting	 in,	 among	 other	 things,	 new	 senses	 of	 scale	 and	 temporality.	 Focusing	 on	
contemporary	 visual	 arts,	 Frederic	 Jameson	 (2015)	 theorizes	 a	 new	 ‘aesthetics	 of	





of	 the	 derivative	 contract,	 enacting	 “a	 single	 bright	 idea	 which,	 combining	 form	 and	
content,	can	be	repeated	ad	infinitum	until	the	artist’s	name	takes	on	a	kind	of	content	
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of	 its	own”	 (p.	112).	 In	 line	with	 the	 rise	of	 ‘fictitious’	 finance	capitalism	 (Marx,	1993,	
Durand,	2017)	and	the	centrality	of	reputation	management	and	marketing	to	it	(Harvey,	
1990,	 Lazzarato	2004,	Hearn,	2010),	 galleries	and	artists	 are	now	brands,	 their	 formal	
promotional	contours	more	important	than	the	quality	of	their	service	or	work.	Ed	Finn	
(2017)	echoes	Manovich’s	and	Jameson’s	claims	about	the	primacy	of	form,	or	platform,	
interface,	 promotion,	 and	 the	 engendering	 of	 multiplicities	 of	 singular,	 hyper-
personalized	 experiences	 in	what	 he	 calls	 an	 ‘aesthetics	 of	 abstraction’:	 “an	 ethos	 of	
simplification	 that	 requires	 abstracting	 away	 complex	 and	 messy	 details	 in	 order	 to	
deliver	a	reliable	and	persistent	set	of	services”	(p.	97).	Citing	Uber’s	glossy	user	interface	











seductively	 to	 provide	 a	 hyper	 personalized	 experience	 and	 a	 sense	 of	 proximity	 at	 a	
distance.	We	contend	that	these	aesthetic	qualities	and	their	effects	are	not	at	all	new,	
however.	 Taken	 together	 they	echo	 those	of	 an	older,	more	 familiar	 aesthetic	 form	–	
glamour	–	functioning	now	in	a	commercially	driven,	digital	register.	Apparently,	while	
techniques	 of	 communication	 may	 have	 changed	 significantly	 in	 the	 digital	 age,	 the	







in	 forms	 of	 platformed	 cultural	 production,	 we	 focus	 on	 the	 case	 study	 of	 popular	






popular	 feminist	 themes,	 such	 as	 Love	 Your	 Body	 discourses	 and	 self-confidence	













As	 feminist	 theorists	 such	 as	 Susan	 Douglas,	 Angela	 McRobbie,	 Diane	 Negra,	
Yvonne	 Tasker	 and	Rosalind	Gill	 (among	others)	 have	 pointed	 out,	 representations	 of	
feminists	 as	 angry,	 defiant,	 man-hating	 women	 have	 dominated	 media	 platforms	
historically	(Douglas,	1994;	2010;	McRobbie,	2008;	Negra	and	Tasker,	2007;	Gill,	2007).	




feminism	 as	 angry	 and	 exclusionary	 (Gill,	 Rottenberg,	 Banet-Weiser,	 2019).	 Since	 the	
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1990s,	 Western	 popular	 culture	 has	 maintained,	 what	 Gill	 calls,	 a	 “post-feminist	
sensibility,”	 a	 set	 of	 ideas,	 images	 and	 meanings	 where	 feminism	 is	 repudiated	 and	




individuals,	 not	 with	 collective	 politics	 or	 structural	 change.	 All	 of	 this	 post-feminist	




“clearly	 avow	 gender	 inequality	 [yet]	 simultaneously	 disavow	 the	 socio-economic	 and	















While	 recognizing	 that	 gendered	 relations	 of	 power	 marginalize	 women,	 this	 “new	
feminist	subject”	critiques	gender	inequities	in	a	friendly,	safe	and	glamorous	way.		It	is	
not	only	the	case	that	this	version	of	popular	feminism	is	decidedly	not	angry	(and	indeed,	
anger	 (at	 sexism,	 racism,	 patriarchy,	 abuse)	 seems	 to	 be	 an	 old-fashioned	 vestige	 for	
these	popular	feminisms),	it	is	also	the	case	that	the	aesthetic	form	of	popular	feminism	
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abstraction”	 (Finn,	 2017),	 where	 the	 history	 and	 complexities	 of	 feminist	 politics	 are	
eclipsed	by	the	easily	circulated,	superficial	visibility	of	a	glamorous	popular	feminism.		
Again,	 the	 ‘popular’	 of	 popular	 feminism	 also	 means	 it	 is	 connected	 to	 the	
attention	economy.	 	That	is,	the	circulation	of	popular	feminism	depends	on	numbers:	
followers,	likes,	and	retweets,	dollars	from	the	sale	of	popular	feminist	merchandise,	and	
popular	 feminist	 brands	 and	 businesses	 that	 emerge	 from	 this	 economy.	 	 Within	
neoliberal	brand	culture,	only	some	feminist	expressions	and	politics	are	‘brandable’	and	
commensurate	with	market	logics:	those	that	focus	on	the	individual	body,	connect	social	
change	 with	 corporate	 capitalism,	 and	 emphasize	 individual	 attributes,	 such	 as	
confidence,	self-esteem	and	competence	as	particularly	useful	to	neoliberal	self-reliance	
and	capitalist	success.	Crucially,	‘brandable’	feminist	expressions	and	politics	often	rely	
on	 the	 work	 of	 glamour;	 not	 only	 because	 these	 expressions	 of	 feminism	 follow	







































		Thus,	 “Strong	 is	 the	 New	 Skinny”	 can	 be	 positioned	 alongside	 other	





and	 professional.	 As	 Kim	 Toffoletti,	 Holly	 Thorpe	 and	 Jessica	 Francombe-Webb	 have	
astutely	 argued,	 sports	 and	 athletics	 have	 become	 a	 crucial	 vehicle	 for	 these	
empowerment	 campaigns,	where	 images	 and	 successes	 of	 strong	 female	 athletes	 are	
positioned	as	a	solution	to	the	problems	of	female	empowerment	(Toffoletti,	Thorpe,	and	
Francombe-Webb,	2018).	 	 Importantly,	 these	messages	of	“strong”	empowerment	are	
framed	within	 the	aesthetics	of	glamour;	as	Brown	 (2009)	points	out,	 the	aesthetic	of	
























































(p.	 ix).	 Under	 these	 conditions,	 ‘objectivity’,	 represented	 by	 numbers	 and	 data,	 and	
deployed	 in	 fields	 like	politics	and	science,	“names	a	set	of	 strategies	 for	dealing	with	
distance	and	distrust”	(emphasis	added,	p.	ix).	In	this	era	of	total	computation,	faith	in	
numbers	 is,	 of	 course,	 foundational.	 Certainly,	 the	 apparent	 objective	 indifference	 of	
numbers	works	to	reinforce	celebratory	discourses	about	the	egalitarian,	democratizing	
nature	of	much	social	media.	Helen	Kennedy	and	Rosemary	Hill	(2017)	build	on	Porter’s	
insights	 to	argue	 that,	 in	addition	 to	any	 rational	understanding	 they	might	engender,	
numbers	and	data	provoke	feelings	and	emotions	in	people	as	well.	In	other	words,	data	







a	 form	of	 superficial	 expression	 that	promises	access	 to	depth,	but	 actually	precludes	




clicks,	 likes,	and	 followers.	As	Kiberd	reports,	one	 fitspo	advocate,	 Jess	Semmens,	was	
advised	 by	 doctors	 to	 lose	weight;	 her	 commitment	 to	 following	 that	 advice	 involved	
photographing	every	meal	 and	 then	 circulating	 the	 images	on	 social	media.	 Semmens	
claims	 that	 she	 lost	 30	 pounds	 by	 “instagramming	 herself	 thin”,	 suggesting	 that	 the	
approval	of	her	online	 followers	expressed	 in	comments	and	 likes	was	more	powerful	
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incentive	 than	 any	 medical	 argument	 could	 have	 been	 (Kiberd,	 2015).	 But,	 as	 Roisin	
Kiberd	asks	about	 this	 trend,	 is	 the	“healthiest”	diet	 the	one	with	 the	most	 likes?	 Is	 it	









means	 constructing	 your	 ‘self’	 in	 response	 to	 your	 social	 media	 followers,	 but	 also	
positioning	 your	 ‘self’	 as	 a	 function	 of	 your	 followers’	 appreciation	 and	 recognition.	
Metrics	 are	 the	 medium	 through	 which	 this	 kind	 of	 collective	 construction	 and	
authorization	of	self	is	expressed	and	navigated.	Given	the	fact	these	metrics	stand	in	for	

























While	most	 people	 recognize	 that	metrics,	 in	 the	 form	 of	 followers,	 likes	 and	





More	 likely	 it	 is	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 these	 metrics	 appear	 to	 be	 legitimate	 external	
reflections	of	our	own	social	worth	and,	if	we	can	drive	them	up,	they	promise	access	to	
new	 worlds	 of	 micro-celebrity	 and	 reputational	 capital.	 As	 Benjamin	 Grosser	 (2014),	
inventor	of	 the	Facebook	 ‘demetricator’,	argues,	 the	use	of	personal	metrics	on	social	
media	and	the	inescapable	desire	to	increase	them,	is	intricately	bound	up	with	the	more	
general	 capitalist	 tendency	 toward	 perpetual	 growth;	 “within	 our	 system	 of	 capital,	
















The	 glamour	 of	 the	 metric,	 of	 course,	 is	 inherent	 in	 the	 logics	 and	 interests	
underpinning	its	deployment	in	the	first	place,	those	of	the	platform.	As	Tarleton	Gillespie	




facilitation	 of	 expression”	 (p.	 352).	 These	 multiple	 connotations,	 Gillespie	 argues,	
comprise	 a	 useful	 discursive	 malleability,	 perfectly	 suited	 to	 the	 ambitions	 of	 major	
cultural	 intermediaries	 like	Google,	 Facebook	 and	Youtube,	 allowing	 them	 to	 advance	
their	interests	across	a	range	of	disparate	audiences,	from	users	to	advertisers,	content	
producers	to	regulators.	Gillespie	writes,	“(w)hatever	possible	tension	there	is	between	
being	 a	 ‘platform’	 for	 empowering	 individual	 users	 and	 being	 a	 robust	 marketing	
‘platform’	and	being	a	‘platform’	for	major	studio	content	is	elided	in	the	versatility	of	the	
term	and	the	powerful	appeal	of	the	idea	behind	it”	(p.	358).	The	‘powerful	appeal’	of	
egalitarian	 possibility	 that	 the	 term	 connotes	 helps	 to	 position	 these	 companies	 as	
trustworthy	 mediators	 while	 simultaneously	 affording	 them	 “an	 opportunity	 to	
communicate,	 interact	and	sell”	(p.	351)	with	impunity.	Building	on	Gillespie’s	 insights,	
Nick	Srnicek	 (2016)	argues	 that,	 in	spite	of	 their	claims	 to	neutrality,	 these	companies	
definitely	“embody	a	politics”	(p.	26).	As	essentially	“extractive	apparatus	for	data”	(p.	
27),	 they	 work	 to	 shape	 markets	 and	 how	 those	 markets	 appear	 to	 users,	 primarily	
through	the	use	of	predictive	analytics,	and,	by	laying	ground	rules	for	developers	and	
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users,	 assert	 “control	 and	 governance	 over	 the	 rules	 of	 the	 game”	 (p.	 27).	 Given	 the	
ideological	work	that	the	polysemy	of	the	term	‘platform’	performs	for	these	technology	
companies,	 we	 could	 argue	 that	 the	 word	 itself	 functions	 as	 a	 kind	 of	 ‘glamour’	 -	 a	
promotional,	incentivizing,	industrial	lure.	
While	 promotional/celebratory	 discourses	 suggest	 that	 platforms	 operate	













producing	 data	 from	 our	 cultural	 tastes	 and	 consumption	 practices	 then,	 a	 form	 of	

















see	 the	 human	 brain	 as	 a	 computer	 and	 language	 as	 code	 -	 express	 a	 desire	 for	
transcendence	 and	 are	 based	 in	 a	 belief	 in	 glamour	 or	 ‘magic’	 nonetheless.	 Like	 the	
concept	 of	 ‘logos’,	 Chun	 refers	 to	 computer	 code	 as	 a	 kind	 of	 ‘sourcery’,	 a	 form	 of	
‘rational’	rhetoric	that	promises	to	turn	symbols	into	actions.	Toggling	between	the	visible	




power	 lies	 elsewhere,	most	 importantly,	 in	 social	 and	machinic	 relations”	 (51).	 These	










claim	 to	 the	 unassailable	 ‘purity’	 and	 ‘neutrality’	 of	 their	 affordances,	 it	 is	 crucial	 to	






surpassed	 by	 technologies	 or	 algorithms,	 no	 matter	 how	 complex,	 unknowable	 or	
compelling	they	might	be.	Indeed,	complex	and	compelling	technologies	are	products	of	
history	 and	 subject	 to	 entrenched	 cultural	 assumptions	 and	 political	 modes	 of	
legitimation	no	matter	how	vociferously	they	might	claim	it	to	be	otherwise.	Given	this,	
widespread	celebratory	discourses	about	 the	 ‘objective’	work	of	 computation	and	 the	
programmability	of	culture	should	be	all	the	motivation	we	need	to	attend	more	carefully	
to	 that	 which	 is	 being	 disavowed	 –	 the	 work	 of	 power	 as	 expressed	 in	 and	 through	
aesthetics,	like	glamour.		
The	 dominance	 of	 computationalist,	 techno-solutionist	 ideologies	 have	




years,	 privately	 owned	 social	media	 platforms	 have	 provoked	major	 crises	 of	 trust	 in	
democractic	governance,	exacerbated	class	divisions,	and	helped	to	intensify	resistance	
to	racial	and	gender	justice;	it	is	now	painfully	clear	that	“what	has	been	flattened	via	IT	
is	 not	 at	 all	 individual	 access	 to	 culture,	 economics,	 or	political	 power,	 but	 rather	 the	
“playing	field”	for	capitalist	actors”	(147).	As	a	form	of	beguilement	and	obfuscation,	the	
aesthetic	 force	of	glamour	expressed	 in	 images,	metrics,	and	platforms	plays	a	central	
role	in	normalizing	these	conditions.		
Terry	Eagleton	(1995)	reminds	us	that	“what	matters	in	aesthetics	is	not	art	but	
this	whole	 project	 of	 reconstructing	 the	 human	 subject	 from	 the	 inside,	 informing	 its	
subtlest	affections	and	bodily	responses…Once	new	ethical	habits	have	been	 installed,	
the	 sheer	quick	 feel	 or	 impression…will	 be	 enough	 for	 sure	 judgment,	 short-circuiting	
discursive	labour	and	thus	mystifying	the	laws	which	regulate	it”	(p.	330).	It	is	difficult	to	
imagine	a	more	apt	description	of	the	ways	in	which	we,	as	users	and	content	producers,	





described	 by	 Eagleton	 through	 the	 example	 of	 popular	 feminism.	 The	 multiple	








affective	 responses	 in	users,	 summoning	 them	with	a	 ‘wispy’	promise	of	 fulfillment	or	
social	recognition,	it	modifies	and	conditions	what	counts	as	legible	or	‘authentic’	forms	
of	 selfhood.	 All	 of	 this	 is	 done	 in	 order	 to	 enhance	 the	 affordances,	 data	 extraction	
practices,	and	profit	of	the	major	platforms.	Feminized,	magical,	connoting	the	occult	and	
the	 arcane,	 highly	 stylized	 and	 symbolic,	 alluring,	 fetishistic,	 deeply	 conditioned	 by	
technology,	 linked	 to	 the	 arts	 of	 promotion	 but	 characterized	 also	 by	 profound	
indifference	and	ambivalence,	in	this	paper	we	have	argued	that	the	aesthetic	of	glamour	












































Dosekun,	 S.	 (2017).	 The	Risky	 Business	 of	 Post-feminist	 Beauty.	 In	 Elias,	 A.,	Gill,	 R.,	&	



































Golumbia,	 D.	 (2009).	 The	 Cultural	 Logic	 of	 Computation.	 	 Cambridge,	Mass.:	 Harvard	
University	Press.	
	
Grosser,	 B.	 (2014).	 What	 Do	 Metrics	 Want?	 How	 Quantification	 Prescribes	 Social	


































































































Weizenbaum,	 J.	 (1976).	 Computer	 Power	 and	 Human	 Reason:	 From	 Judgment	 to	
Calculation.	San	Francisco:	Freeman.	
	
Wissinger,	 E.	 (2015).	 #NoFilter:	 Models,	 Glamour	 Labour,	 and	 the	 Age	 of	 the	 Blink.	
Interface/	1	(1),	1-20.	
	
	
	
	
	
